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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Nature of the Case 
In his Appellant's Brief, Mr. Archuleta argued that the district court committed 
reversible error when it denied his motion for mistrial. In its Respondent's Brief, the 
State argued that Mr. Archuleta "bears the burden of showing that the trial court 
committed reversible error when it denied his motion for mistrial." (Respondent's Brief, 
p.4.) This brief is necessary to clarify that after Mr. Archuleta has established that an 
error occurred, it becomes the State burden to establish, beyond a reasonable doubt, 
that the error did not contribute to the jury's guilty verdict. 
Statement of the Facts and Course of Proceedings 
The statement of the facts and course of proceedings were previously articulated 
in Mr. Archuleta's Appellant's Brief. They need not be repeated in this Reply Brief, but 
are incorporated herein by reference thereto. 
1 
ISSUES 
1. Did the district court commit reversible error when it denied Mr. Archuleta's 
motion for a mistrial?1 
2. Did the district court commit reversible error when it failed to provide a limiting 
instruction after the State's witness testified to evidence which the district court 
previously ruled was inadmissible? 
1 Mr. Archuleta will only address Issue 1 in this Reply Brief. 
2 
ARGUMENT 
The District Court Committed Reversible Error When It Denied Mr. Archuleta's Motion 
For A Mistrial 
In State v. Perry, 150 Idaho 209 (2010), the Idaho Supreme Court held that sill 
objected to error was subject to the harmless error test set forth in 
Chapman v. California, 386 U.S. 18 (1967). Perry, 150 Idaho at 222. The Perry Court 
held, "In order to avoid confusion and promote equal application of the law, Idaho shall 
from this point forward employ the Chapman harmless error test to all objected-to error." 
Id. In its Respondent's Brief, the State perfunctorily contends that Mr. Archuleta "bears 
the burden of showing that the trial court committed reversible error when it denied his 
motion for mistrial." (Respondent's Brief, p.4.) The State's characterization of 
Mr. Archuleta's appellate burden is somewhat unclear, in that it could mean 
Mr. Archuleta has the burden to establish error or that he has the burden to establish 
that the error was not harmless beyond a reasonable doubt. In other words, 
Mr. Archuleta is concerned that the State might be advocating that Mr. Archuleta has 
the burden to establish harmlessness under Chapman. In the event this is the State's 
contention, Mr. Archuleta argues that under Chapman and Perry, it is the State's burden 
to establish that the error in this matter was harmless beyond a reasonable doubt. 
Idaho applies the two-part harmless error test established in Chapman. State v. 
Joy, 155 Idaho 1, 11 (2013). Under this test, "the defendant must establish the 
existence of an error, 'at which point the State shall have the burden of demonstrating 
that the error is harmless beyond a reasonable doubt."' Id. (quoting State v. Perry, 150 
Idaho 209, 222 (2010)). To meet that burden, the State must "prove[ ] 'beyond a 
reasonable doubt that the error complained of did not contribute to the verdict 
3 
obtained."' Perry, 150 Idaho at 221 (quoting Chapman, 386 U.S. at 24 )); see also Joy, 
155 Idaho at 11 (same). 
In interpreting Chapman, the United States Supreme Court has explained that: 
To say that an error did not "contribute" to the ensuing verdict is not, of 
course, to say that the jury was totally unaware of that feature of the trial 
later held to have been erroneous .... To say that an error did not 
contribute to the verdict is, rather, to find that error unimportant in relation 
to everything else the jury considered on the issue in question, as 
revealed in the record. 
Yates v. Evatt, 500 U.S. 391, 403 (1991 ), overruled in part on other grounds by 
Estelle v. McGuire, 502 U.S. 62, 72 n.4 (1991 ). "Thus, an appellate court's inquiry 'is 
not whether, in a trial that occurred without the error, a guilty verdict would surely have 
been rendered, but whether the guilty verdict rendered in this trial was surely 
unattributable to the error."' Joy, 155 Idaho at 11 (quoting Sullivan v. Louisiana, 508 
U.S. 275, 279 (1993)) (emphasis in original). 
Insofar as the State was asserting that Mr. Archuleta has the burden to establish 
that the error in this matter was not harmless, that assertion is not a correct statement of 
the applicable standard of review set forth by the Idaho Supreme court in Perry. 
CONCLUSION 
Mr. Archuleta respectfully requests that this Court vacate his judgment of 
conviction and remand this matter for a new trial. 
DATED this 2ih day of April, 2015. 
SHAW, . ILKERN '-~~ ~ 
Deput~ Appellate Public Defender 
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